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DETAILED ACTION 

This action is in response to an Amendment filed April 5, 2005. Claims 1, and 3- 
13 are presented for further consideration. 

Response to Amendment 

Claim objections, see Remarks, with respect to claims 1-3, 5-6, 9, and 12 are 
withdrawn. 

Claim rejections, see Remarks, with respect to claims 1 and 12 rejected under 35 
UCS 112, second paragraph are withdrawn. 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1,3-12 as rejected under 35 USC 
102(a) and 35 USC 103(a), have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claim 13 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground of rejection in view of a newly found prior art reference. 

In considering the Applicant's arguments the following factual remarks are noted: 
(I) Applicant contends that Collin does not reach or suggest displaying a specified 
number of diagnostic programs stored in a second computing unit after the data 
connection is established, and selecting and starting one of the diagnostic programs via 
the first computing unit. 
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(II) Applicant contends that Waite does not make up for the deficiencies of Sridhar 
and Collin. 

In considering (I), Applicant contends that Collin does not reach or suggest 
displaying a specified number of diagnostic programs stored in a second computing unit 
after the data connection is established, and selecting and starting one of the diagnostic 
programs via the first computing unit. Examiner respectfully disagrees. Examiner 
asserts Collin explicitly discloses the computer system diagnostics method that involves 
displaying information in manner selected by the user (page 3, lines 11; page 4, lines 1- 
5), wherein the aforementioned manner comprises displaying (Figures 4 and 5) a 
specified number (i.e. one or two : run servers 208 and/or 210; page 9, lines 1-5) of 
diagnostic programs, (i.e. server modules that assist in the diagnostics of a computer 
system (pages 3-4; page 9). Collin further discloses that the aforementioned server 
programs are stored on the second computing unit (i.e. server; Figure 2-item 208 and 
210; pages 8-9), as further evidenced by disclosure that "problems at the customer site 
(i.e. first computing unit/client; Figure 2-item 202) can be solved without installing 
debuggers and sending engineers to debug the problem on-site... user at the site to run 
servers 208 and/or 210 in the background...", (page 9, lines 1-11). Examiner additionally 
asserts that Collin explicitly discloses performing the aforementioned displaying steps 
after the data connection is established, (page 3, lines 11; pages 9-10). Examiner 
additionally asserts that Collin discloses selecting (i.e. selected by selecting [through a 
standard mouse operation or the like]) and starting (i.e. run servers) one of the 
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diagnostic programs via the first computing unit (i.e. client; pages 10-11). Therefore, 
Examiner asserts that Sridhar in combination with Collin does teach all of the limitations 
recited in claims 1 and 12, as set forth below in the office action. 
In considering (III), Applicant contends that Applicant contends that Waite adds nothing 
to Sridhar and Collin with respect to the features of the invention. Examiner disagrees. 
Examiner maintains that Sridhar and Collin teach the claimed limitations, as addressed 
in regards to (I) above. Subsequently, Examiner maintains that dependent claims are 
unpatentable over Sridhar, Collin, and Waite as set forth below in the office action. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Sridhar as applied to claim 1 above, in view of Collin, Zeev (International 
Publication Number WO 00/49501), hereinafter referred to as Collin. 

In reference to claim 1, Sridhar discloses a method for establishing a data 
connection between computing systems within a network through access of directory 
information such as network address and employed protocol, (abstract). Sridhar 
explicitly discloses: 

• A method for establishing a data connection and for transmitting data from a first 
computing unit (i.e. client computer) and a second computing unit (I.e. server 
computer), (column 5, line 26 to column 6, line 26), which comprises: 

• In the first computing unit, selecting and reading out from a database 
(Figure 16-item 1620) an address of the second computing unit in a 
selection program (Figure 16-1535), (column 6, lines 22-26 and column 
24, line 57 to column 6, line 1 1 ); 

• Establishing a connection with the address of the second computing unit, 
(column 6, lines 22-26 and column 24, line 57 to column 6, line 11); 
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• Initially performing a version comparison between the first and second 
computing units with respect to an employed communications protocol, 
(column 9, line 44 to column 1 1 , line 39);and 

• After the communications protocol is determined, establishing a data 
connection for transmitting data, (column 9, line 44 to column 1 1 , line 39). 

Although Sridhar discloses substantial features of the claimed invention, the reference 
fails to disclose the aforementioned connection method to include: displaying a 
specified number of diagnostics programs stored in the second computing unit after the 
data connection is established; selecting and starting one of the diagnostics programs 
via the first computing unit; and transmitting results of the one diagnostics program to 
the first computing unit. Nonetheless, modifying the communication method as 
disclosed by Sridhar so as to employ diagnostic server applications would have been an 
obvious modification for one of ordinary skill in art at the time of the invention, as further 
evidenced by Collin. 

In an analogous art, Collin discloses a method for establishing communication 
channels between computing system so as to transmit information related to diagnostic 
modules (abstract). Collin further discloses: displaying (Figures 4 and 5) a specified 
number of diagnostics programs after the data connection is established (pages 3-4; 
page 9), selecting and starting one of the diagnostics programs via the first computing 
unit (i.e. client), (pages 9-11); and transmitting results of the one diagnostics program to 
the first computing unit, (page 3, line 1 to page 5, line 26). This modification to the 
method disclosed by Sridhar would have been obvious because one of ordinary skill in 
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the art would have been so motivated to accordingly implement these limitations so as 
to assist the user monitoring systems for performing diagnostics thereby optimizing 
communications between the computer systems, (Collin page 4, lines 3-5). 

In reference to claim 12, Sridhar discloses a system for establishing a data 
connection between computing systems within a network through access of directory 
information such as network address and employed protocol, ( abstract, and Figure 14). 
Sridhar explicitly discloses: 

• A computing comprising: 

• A memory (Figure 14-item 1457) and at least one of hardware (Figure 14-item 1453) 
or software (Figure 15), (column 23, line 57 to column 25, line 2), for: 

• Establishing a data connection and for transmitting data from a first 
computing unit (i.e. client computer) and a second computing unit (I.e. 
server computer), (column 5, line 26 to column 6, line 26), which 
comprises: 

• In the first computing unit, selecting and reading out from a database 
(Figure 16-item 1620) an address of the second computing unit in a 
selection program (Figure 16-1535), (column 6, lines 22-26 and column 
24, line 57 to column 6, line 11); 

• Establishing a connection with the address of the second computing unit, 
(column 6, lines 22-26 and column 24, line 57 to column 6, line 1 1 ); 
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• Initially performing a version comparison between the first and second 
computing units with respect to an employed communications protocol, 
(column 9, line 44 to column 1 1 , line 39);and 

• After the communications protocol is determined, establishing a data 
connection for transmitting data, (column 9, line 44 to column 1 1 , line 39). 

Although Sridhar discloses substantial features of the claimed invention, the reference 
fails to disclose the aforementioned connection method to include: displaying a 
specified number of diagnostics programs stored in the second computing unit after the 
data connection is established; selecting and starting one of the diagnostics programs 
via the first computing unit; and transmitting results of the one diagnostics program to 
the first computing unit. Nonetheless, modifying the communication method as 
disclosed by Sridhar so as to employ diagnostic server applications would have been an 
obvious modification for one of ordinary skill in art at the time of the invention, as further 
evidenced by Collin. 

In an analogous art, Collin discloses a method for establishing communication 
channels between computing system so as to transmit information related to diagnostic 
modules (abstract). Collin further discloses: displaying (Figures 4 and 5) a specified 
number of diagnostics programs after the data connection is established (pages 3-4; 
page 9), selecting and starting one of the diagnostics programs via the first computing 
unit (i.e. client), (pages 9-11); and transmitting results of the one diagnostics program to 
the first computing unit, (page 3, line 1 to page 5, line 26). This modification to the 
method disclosed by Sridhar would have been obvious because one of ordinary skill in 



Application/Control Number: 09/981,847 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2153 

the art would have been so motivated to accordingly implement these limitations so as 
to assist the user monitoring systems for performing diagnostics thereby optimizing 
communications between the computer systems, (Collin page 4, lines 3-5). 

Claims 3-7 and 10-11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sridhar in view of Collin as applied to claim 1 above, and 
further in view of Waite et al. (US Patent 4,688,170). 

In reference to claim 3, Sridhar and Collin disclose substantial features of the 
claimed invention specifically: displaying a specified number of diagnostics programs, 
selecting and starting one of the diagnostics programs via the first computing unit (i.e. 
client); and transmitting results of the one diagnostics program to the first computing 
unit, (Collin page 3, line 1 to page 5, line 26). However, the references fail to explicitly 
disclose the method monitoring a printing press connected to the second computing 
unit. Nonetheless, establishing multi-protocol communication between computers 
connected to printing presses (i.e. printer) was well known in the art, as further 
evidenced by Waite. Therefore, this would have been an obvious modification to the 
method as disclosed by Sridhar and Collin for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention. 

In an analogous art, Waite discloses a method for establishing communication 
between diverse computers in a network via selecting an appropriate channel that 
communicates using the specified protocol of the intended recipient, (Waite abstract 
and column 1 , line 64 to column 2, line 40). Waite further discloses this method is 
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employed between computers in which a printing press is connected, (Wait column 3, 
line 24 to column 4, line 5; Figure 2-item 44). This modification to the method disclosed 
by Sridhar and Collin would have been obvious because one of ordinary skill in the art 
would have been so motivated to accordingly implement these limitations so as to assist 
the user in monitoring systems for performing diagnostics on peripheral devices (e.g. 
printers, modems, disk drives, displays) and thereby optimizing communications 
between the computer systems, (Collin page 4, lines 3-5 and Waite Figure 2). 

In reference to claim 4, Sridhar, Collin, and Wait further show the method which 
includes providing a table (i.e. database) wherein diagnostics programs are assigned to 
specific devices (i.e. printing presses), so that when establishing a connection, the 
diagnostic programs pertaining to a device are displayed for selection, (Collin page 3, 
line 1 to page 5, line 26). 

In reference to claim 5, Sridhar, Collin, and Waite show the method which 
includes depending upon the diagnostic program (i.e. server application) that is 
selected , establishing a communications protocol via which data is transmitted between 
the first and second computing units, (Sridhar column 9, line 44 to column 1 1 1 line 39). 



In reference to claim 6, Sridhar, Collin, and Waite show the method which 
includes depending upon the diagnostic program that is selected, providing a specified 
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number of data ports via which data is transmitted, (Waite column 3, lines 24 to column 
4, line 5 and Figure 2-item 30). 

In reference to claim 7, Sridhar Collin, and Waite show the method which 
includes transmitting specified data only via specified data ports, (Waite column 3, lines 
24 to column 4, line 5 and Figure 2-item 30). 

In reference to claims 10 and 1 1 , Sridhar discloses substantial features of the 
claimed invention such as a communication method that includes depending on the 
server application selected, selecting a communication protocol, (Sridhar column 9, line 
44 to column 1 1 , line 39). Collin further discloses: selecting a type of control (i.e. driver) 
with which the device is controlled by the computing unit (i.e. client), and depending 
upon the control that is selected, selecting and displaying a diagnostic program, (Collin 
page 3, line 1 to page 5, line 26; pages 9-11). Sridhar and Collin still fail to disclose a 
printing press controlled by a computing unit. Nonetheless, establishing multi-protocol 
communication between computers connected to and controlled by printing presses (i.e. 
printer) was well known in the art, as further evidenced by Waite. Therefore, this would 
have been an obvious modification to the method as disclosed by Sridhar and Collin for 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention. 

In an analogous art, Waite discloses a method for establishing communication 
between diverse computers in a network via selecting an appropriate channel that 
communicates using the specified protocol of the intended recipient, (Waite abstract 
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and column 1 , line 64 to column 2, line 40). Waite further discloses this method is 
employed between computers in which a printing press is connected, (Waite column 3, 
line 24 to column 4, line 5; Figure 2-item 44). This modification to the method disclosed 
by Sridhar and Collin would have been obvious because one of ordinary skill in the art 
would have been so motivated to accordingly implement these limitations so as to assist 
the user in monitoring systems for performing diagnostics on peripheral devices (e.g. 
printers, modems, disk drives, displays) and thereby optimizing communications 
between the computer systems, (Collin page 4, lines 3-5 and Waite Figure 2). 

Claims 8-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sridhar in view of Collin and further in view of Waite, as applied to claims 3-7 
above, and further in view of Official Notice. 

In reference to claim 8, although Sridhar, Collin, and Waite disclose substantial 
features of the claimed invention the references fail to disclose outputting the data in 
parallel via the data ports, and transmitting the data output serially in data packets via 
the data connection. However, the Examiner serves Official Notice that these limitations 
were well known in the art at the time of the invention and therefore would have been 
obvious modifications to the method as disclosed by Sridhar, Collin, and Waite for one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention. One of ordinary skill in the art 
would have been so motivated to accordingly modify the aforementioned method so as 
to increase the output rate of data through selected ports, thereby improving system 
efficiency. 
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In reference to claim 9, Sridhar Collin, Waite, and Official Notice show the 
method which includes transmitting providing in each packet an identifier for the data 
port, which indicates the data port from which data was output, (Sridhar column 15, line 
56 to column 6, line 64). 

Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sridhar and Collin, as applied to claim 1, and further in view of Kraslavsky et al. 
(US Patent 5,537,626), hereinafter referred to as Kraslavsky. 

Sridhar and Collin show substantial features of the claimed invention, specifically 
diagnostic programs stored in the memory of the second computing unit, (Collin page 3; 
pages 8-9). However, the references fail to show that the diagnostic programs are used 
for monitoring a printing press. Nonetheless, diagnostic programs for printers were well 
known in the art at the time of invention as further evidenced by Kraslavsky. Therefore, 
it would have been obvious for ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention, to 
accordingly modify the method as disclosed by Shridhar and Collin. 

In an analogous art, Kraslavsky discloses a method for coupling a printer device 
to a network (i.e. LAN), and subsequently transferring printer related information 
between the printer and the network to control printer operations, (abstract). Kraslavsky 
explicitly discloses storing printer diagnostic applications in a memory (column 21, lines 
15-21; column 56, line 60-67). One of ordinary skill in the art would have been 
motivated to accordingly modify the aforementioned method, so as to allow the printer 
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to export a large quantity of very specific printer status data (i.e. diagnostic information) 
to the network (Kraslavsky column 1,line 64 to column 2, line 3) which thereby leads to 
system optimization (Collin page 4, line 1-5). 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). A shortened statutory period for reply to this final 
action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the 
event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action 
and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH 
shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date 
the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will the 
statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to LaShanya Nash whose telephone number is (571 ) 272- 
3957. The examiner can normally be reached on 9am-5pm. If attempts to reach the 
examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Glenton Burgess 
can be reached on (571 ) 272-3949. The fax number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is (703) 746-7239. Any inquiry of a general nature 



Application/Control Number: 09/981,847 Page 15 

Art Unit: 2153 

relating to the status of this application or proceeding should be directed to the 

receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305-3900. 

LaShanya Nash 
Art Unit 2153 
June 29 2005 




^^L#JT0N K BURGESS 
SUPERVISORY PATENT-EXAMINER 
TECHNOLOGY CENTER 2100 



